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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the outstanding Office Action mailed August 31, 2006, in 
view of the present Response, is respectfully requested. In the present application, 
claims 15 — 20 were withdrawn from consideration by the outstanding Office Action, 
and claims 1, 4, 7 and 12 are amended by the present Response. Accordingly, 
claims 1 —1 4 are currently pending and under consideration. 

As an initial matter, Applicant thanks the Examiner for the early indication of 
allowable subject matter with regard to claims 2, 4—6, 8, 10, 1 1 and 13, as set forth 
in item 14 at page 7 of the outstanding Office Action; for acknowledging receipt of 
the certified copy of the priority document; and for acknowledging consideration of 
the IDS materials submitted for this application. 

In addition, it is respectfully requested that acceptance of the Drawings be 
indicated in the next Office Communication by marking the appropriate boxes in the 
next Office Action summary. 

Telephone Interview 

Applicant also thanks the Examiner for the courtesy of the interview conducted 
by telephone on August 11, 2006, between Examiner D.H. Nguyen and Applicant's 
representative, Ryan Rafferty. During the interview the Examiner indicated that a 
Restriction Requirement would be issued. In reply, Applicant's representative 
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selected the claim group including claims 1 — 14, with traverse. The grounds for 
traversal are set forth in further detail below. 

Restriction Requirement 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 1 — 20 were restricted into group I, 
including claims 1 — 14; group II, including claims 15 — 17; and group III, including 
claims 18 — 20. This Restriction Requirement is respectfully traversed. 

Item 2 at page 2 of the outstanding Office Action states that groups II and I are 
related as process and apparatus for its practice, and further states that groups II 
and I are distinct because the chip transfer apparatus of group I can be used to 
practice another and materially different process, such as independently driving one 
of the coaxial revolvers to change its speed and phase. However, independent 
claim 1 (which corresponds to group I) also recites "a plurality of end-effectors 
configured to receive chips from said first carrier and to transfer the chips onto the 
works carried by the second carrier," in which "each of said end-effectors is affixed to 
a respective one of said coaxial revolvers and distributed in one common circle 
around said one common axis." Further, independent claim 15 (which corresponds 
to group II) also recites "independently rotating each of a plurality of end-effectors 
distributed in sequential order around one common circle." 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the process suggested in the 
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outstanding Office Action is in fact related to the process set forth in independent 
claim 15, and that features of the chip transfer apparatus set forth in independent 
claim 1 is adapted to perform in accordance with such a process, inter alia; and the 
process suggested as materially different in the outstanding Office Action actually is 
substantially similar to a part of the process recited in claim 15. Therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted a prima facie case of distinctiveness has not been made with 
respect to groups I and II. 

Item 3 of the outstanding Office Action states that groups II and I are related 
as process and apparatus for the practice thereof, and are distinct because group III 
can be practiced by another and materially different apparatus such as one that 
controls first and second carriers at first and second speeds and/or group I can be 
used to practice another and materially different process such that each of the end- 
effectors rotates in sequential order. With regard to the second statement, it is 
respectfully submitted that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been made, at 
least for reasons similar as discussed above regarding item 2. Further, with regard 
to the first statement, it is noted that claim 5 (which corresponds to group I) recites, 
inter alia, "the first and second carriers move in a forward direction at different 
speeds." 

Accordingly, because at least this feature set forth in a claim corresponding to 
group I is similar to the alternative process suggested in the outstanding Office 
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Action of an apparatus that controls first and second carriers at first and second 
speeds, it is respectfully submitted that item 3 of the outstanding Office Action also 
does not set forth a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Item 4 of the outstanding Office Action states that groups II and III are related 
at subcombinations disclosed as usable together. However, it is respectfully 
submitted that independent claim 15 (corresponding to group II) is generic to both 
groups II and III, because the features of independent claim 15 are substantially 
similar to the features recited in independent claim 18 (corresponding to group III). 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that groups II and III are not distinct as 
required by MPEP 806.05(d). Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that no serious 
burden would be presented if all of claim 1—20 were examined together in the 
present application. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the outstanding 
Restriction Requirement be withdrawn, and claims 15 — 20 be returned to 
consideration. 

Rejections under 35 USC § 112, Second Paragraph 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 1 — 14 were rejected under 35 USC § 
112, second paragraph, as indefinite. In view thereof, claims 1, 4, 7 and 12 are 
amended to better conform to standard claim drafting practice. 

In particular, claim 1 is amended not to recite "said receiving motion and 
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transferring motion;" claim 7 is amended to recite "a form of sheets," in order to 
provide proper antecedent basis for that feature; and claim 12 is amended to depend 
from claim 4 instead of claim 1, in order to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
feature of "the measuring unit" recited therein. In addition, claim 4 is also amended 
in view of the comments noted in the outstanding Office Action. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully requested the rejections of claims 1, 4, 7 and 12 under 35 USC § 112, 
second paragraph, be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 5, the outstanding Office Action in item 9 at page 4 states 
that the feature of "the received chip" lacks antecedent basis. However, it is noted 
that claim 5 also recites that "each of the end-effectors receives a chip" prior to 
reciting the feature of "the received chip." Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted 
that the previous recitation of "each of the end-effectors receives a chip" establishes 
the existence of a "received chip" such that antecedent basis therefor is sufficient; 
therefore, it is respectfully requested the rejection of claim 5 under 35 USC § 112, 
second paragraph, also be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 USC § 102 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 1, 3, 7, 9 and 14 were rejected under 
35 USC § 102(b) as unpatentable over US Patent No. 4,951,388 to EGUCHI et al. 
(herein "EGUCHI"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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The outstanding Office Action in item 1 1 at page 5 relates the four nozzles 6a 
of different size discussed in EGUCHI to the end-effectors recited in independent 
claim 1 of the present application; and relates the eight sleeves 6b of EGUCHI to the 
first plurality of coaxial revolvers recited in independent claim 1 of the present 
application. However, independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, that "each of the 
coaxial revolvers" is "configured to revolve around one common axis independently," 
and further that "each of said end-effectors is affixed to a respective one of said 
coaxial revolvers and distributed in one common circle around said one common 
axis." 

In contrast, EGUCHI merely relates to sleeves 6b that rotate together with a 
rotary head 6, and nozzles 6a that in turn rotate about the medial axes of the sleeves 
6b, such that the nozzles 6a are not distributed concentrically with the sleeves 6b. 
For example, Figure 2 of EGUCHI shows that a pulse motor Q rotates the nozzles 
6a about the medial axis of the sleeve 6b when the rotary head 6 moves the sleeve 
6b to stop position D (see EGUCHI at col. 4, lines 49 — 54). Therefore, as the 
nozzles 6a of EGUCHI are rotated about the medial axis of the sleeves 6b, and the 
sleeves 6b are in turn rotated together with the rotary head 6, the nozzles 6a trace a 
non-circular path and, furthermore, the nozzles 6a revolve about a different axis than 
do the sleeves 6a. 

Thus in the nozzles 6a of EGUCHI are not "distributed in one common circle 
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around one common axis," and the sleeves 6b of EGUCHI do not revolve around the 
one common axis around which the nozzles 6a are distributed, in contrast to the 
features recited in independent claim 1 of the present application. 

Moreover, even assuming arguendo that EGUCHI can properly be compared 
to the features of the pending claims, the machine discussed in EGUCHI cannot 
"drive a respective one of said coaxial revolvers independently" nor can EGUCHI 
"change a periodic revolving speed of the respective coaxial revolver," in contrast to 
the features recited in independent claim 1 of the present application. Rather, 
EGUCHI only discusses a single rotary head 6 to which all of the sleeves 6b are 
disposed at fixed circumferential positions around the single rotary head 6. 

By way of example, independent claim 1 of the present application recites, 
inter alia, "coaxial revolvers, each of which has one of said end-effectors, each of the 
coaxial revolvers configured to revolve around one common axis independently," and 
"servo drives, each configured to drive a respective one of said coaxial revolvers 
independently and to change a periodic revolving speed of the respective coaxial 
revolver," in which "a respective revolving speed of each of the end-effectors is 
independently changed during the periodic motion." 

As a non-limiting example, Figure 1 1 shows a servo drive system including a 
CPU 100 for the servo control of the drive of the coaxial revolvers 10 (see also 
Figures 1 , 6B, 7 and 8A— C). The CPU 100 makes independent servo control of six 
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motors M, each of which drives one of the coaxial revolvers 10. Because each 
coaxial revolver 10 revolves independently, each drive wheel 91, 94 or 96 is 
connected to a general-purpose servo control system motor so that revolving 
speed/phase change control and position correction control can be made (see the 
specification at page 15, line 19 through page 16, line 1). 

Further assuming arguendo that the rotary head 6 of EGUCHI can be 
compared to the coaxial revolver 10 of the present application, and that the sleeves 
6b of EGUCHI can be compared to the end-effectors of the present application, 
nonetheless EGUCHI does not teach or suggest at least that "a respective revolving 
speed of each of the end-effectors is independently changed during the periodic 
motion," as recited in independent claim 1 of the present application. The reason is 
because in EGUCHI, the sleeves 6b are locked into fixed circumferential positions 
relative to the rotary head 6; and therefore, it is not possible for the machine of 
EGUCHI to independently change the periodic revolving speeds of respective 
sleeves 6b. 

However, EGUCHI cannot properly be compared to features recited in the 
claims pending in the present application. Rather, although the outstanding Office 
Action suggests that the motor Q or pulse motor 12 of EGUCHI relates to the servo 
drives recited in independent claim 1 , it is respectfully submitted that EGUCHI at col. 
4, line 49 through col. 5, line 53 states that the motor Q only modifies the attitude 

P10021-A06 

Page 18 of 21 



Attorney Docket: PI 0021 US 

angle of a component 14 suctioned onto a nozzle 6a, but does not drive the 
circumferential revolution of the rotary head 6. Furthermore, the pulse motor 12 only 
drives the nozzles 6a to revolve about the medial axis of a corresponding sleeve 6b 
in order to select a nozzle 6a from among those connected to the sleeve 6b; 
however, as with the motor Q discussed above, likewise the pulse motor 12 also 
cannot drive rotation of the rotary head 6. As a result, neither the motor Q nor the 
pulse motor 12 of EGUCHI can properly be compared to the features recited in 
pending independent claim 1 of "servo drives, each configured to drive a respective 
one of said coaxial revolvers independently and to change a periodic revolving 
speed of the respective coaxial revolver," in which "a respective revolving speed of 
each of the end-effectors is independently changed during the periodic motion." 

Thus, for at least the reasons discussed above, EGUCHI does not teach or 
suggest at least the features of "each of the coaxial revolvers" being "configured to 
revolve around one common axis independently," nor that "each of said end- 
effectors is affixed to a respective one of said coaxial revolvers and distributed in 
one common circle around said one common axis," as recited in independent claim 1 
of the present application. Furthermore, EGUCHI also does not teach or suggest 
that "a respective revolving speed of each of the end-effectors is independently 
changed during the periodic motion," as recited in independent claim 1 of the 
present application. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent claim 
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1, and each of the claims depending therefrom, patentably distinguishes over 
EGUCHI; and therefore it is respectfully requested that the rejection of independent 
claim 1 , and claims 2-1 4 depending therefrom, be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 USC § 103 

In the outstanding Office Action, claim 12 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) 
in view of EGUCHI as modified in the manner suggested in item 13 of the 
outstanding Office Action. This rejection is also respectfully traversed. 

Claim 12 is amended by the present Response to depend from claim 4, which 
was indicated in the outstanding Office Action as reciting patentable subject matter. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 12 under 35 USC § 
103(a) is now obviated, and should be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that none of the references of record, 
either taken alone or in any combination render obvious the claimed invention, as 
recited in each of the pending claims. Accordingly, reconsideration of the 
outstanding Office Action and allowance of the present application are earnestly 
solicited. Authorization is hereby given to refund excess payments or to charge any 
additional fees to Deposit Account No. 50-3733 as may be necessary to ensure 
entry and consideration of this Response. 

If there should be any questions pertaining to the present application, the 
Office is respectfully requested to contact Applicant's representatives at the 
telephone number set forth below. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Ryan |Rafferfyf attoifney 
Reg. No. 55,556 



The Rafferty Patent Law Firm 

5641 Burke Centre PKWY, Suite 100 

Burke, VA 22015-2259 

USA 



Tel.: +1-703-425-3249 
Fax: +1-626-549-2008 
E-mail: mail@raffertyfirm.com 
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